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« The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address » 
Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 

WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply wilt, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1)13 Responsive to communication(s) filed on 03 August 2007 . 
2a)Q This action is FINAL. 2b)^ This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) G3 Claim(s) 1,8,9,14-18,20-30.34 and 36-39 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) Q Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) IEI Claim(s) 1,8,9,14-18.20-30.34 and 36-39 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) Q Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)Q objected to by the Examiner 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2.D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 



3.D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 
CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for 
continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely 
paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. 
Applicant's submission filed on 03 August 2007 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's remarks filed 03 August 2007 in regards to the rejection over Barclay (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,960,399) in view of Brown (U.S. Patent No. 6,587,822) have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Brown teaches away from the following limitation: "the second device 
is adapted to send the input speech data to the recognition server remote from the second client 
device." Applicant apparently bases this argument on the fact that combining Barclay and Brown as 
set forth in the last office action would result in system with two speech recognizers. That is, 
Barclay's server (80) would have a speech recognizer [see Barclay at fig. 4, col 8, 11. 37 to col. 9, 11. 
30]. And, one at one of Barclay's client devices (70) [see Barclay at fig. 4, col. 8, 11. 37 to col. 9, 11. 30] 
would have a speech recognizer because the examiner combined one of Barclay's client devices (70) 
[see Barclay at fig. 4, col. 8, U. 37 to col. 9, U. 30] with Brown's IVR platform (102), which has a 
speech recognizer [see Brown at col. 3, 11. 10-11, col 3, 11. 53 et seq., col 4, 11. 38-41]. 

The examiner disagrees. 
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A proper teaching away argument needs to establish that the prior art criticizes, discredits, or 
otherwise discourages the solution claimed. See In re Fulton . 391 F.3d 1195, 1201, 73 USPQ2d 
1141, 1146 (Fed. Or. 2004). 

The examiner does not see how the mere fact that the combined teaching of Barclay and 
Brown produces two speech recognizers criticizes, discredits, or otherwise discourages the solution 
claimed. Barclay merely discloses that the client device is a "personal computer" [see Barclay at col. 
4, 11. 65], which does not criticize, discredit, or otherwise discourage providing such a client device 
with an IVR platform that is capable of rendering information from any web server. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would readily recognize advantages to such an arrangement such as enabling 
clients to conveniently access any web page using an audio interface. 

Additionally, the combination of Barclay and Brown is merely a combination of familiar 
elements that does no more than yield predicable results. Barclay teaches or renders obvious PCs 
that perform every element of, e.g., claim 1, except for the limitation that "the second client device 
comprises a telephone and a voice browser capable of rendering the information from the web 
server audibly." And, Brown teaches a voice browser capable of rendering the information from a 
web server audibly. "The combination of familiar elements according to known methods is likely to 
be obvious when it does no more than yield predicable results." Leapfrog Enter.. Inc. v. Fisher- 
Price, Inc. . 485 F.3d 1157, 1161, 82 USPQ2d 1687, 1691 (Fed. Cir. 2007) (quoting KSRJntlv, 
Teleflex. Inc. . 127 S. Ct. 1727, 1739-40, 82 USPQ2d 1385, 1395 (2007)). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

Claims 1, 8, 9, 14, 15, 20, 25-30, 34, and 36-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Barclay (U.S. Patent No. 5,960,399) in view of Brown (U.S. Patent 
No. 6,587,822). 

As to claims 1, 26, and 34, Barclay teaches a server/client system for processing data, the 
system comprising: 

a web server (80) having information accessible remotely [see Barclay at fig. 4, col. 8, 11. 37 to 
col. 9, 11. 30]; 

a recognition server (80) [see Barclay at fig. 4, col. 8, 11. 37 to col. 9, 11. 30]; 

a first client device (70) adapted to receive information from the web server (80) and having 
a visual interface browser to access information from the web server (80) and a rendering device to 
visually indicate fields to be entered, the first client device (70) configured to record input speech 
data associated with each of the fields upon an indication by a user of the first client device (70) of 
which field subsequent input is intended for, and wherein the first client device (70) is adapted to 
send the input speech data to the recognition server (80) remote from the first client device (70) [see 
Barclay at fig. 4, col 8, 11. 37 to col. 9, U. 30]; and 

wherein the recognition server (80) is configured to receive the input speech data from the 
client device (70), process the input speech data from the client device (70), and return data 
indicative of what was recognized to at least one of the client device (70) providing the input speech 
data and the web server (80) [see Barclay at fig. 4, col. 8, 11. 37 to col. 9, 11. 30]. 
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1. Barclay does not expressly disclose another client device (i.e., a second client device) that is 
similar to the first client device (70). 

But, Barclay discloses that the server (80) can be reached via the Internet [see Barclay at 
abstract, col. 9, 11. 1], which suggests that the server (80) is at least capable of serving multiple client 
devices (70). 

One of ordinary skill in the art would readily recognize that serving multiple similar client 
devices would be advantageous because many users would be able to utilize the services provided by 
the server (80). 

2. Barclay does not teach that the client device (70) comprises "a telephone and a voice 
browser capable of rendering the information from the web server audibly" as recited in claim 1 [see 
claim 1,11. 27-30]. 

Barclay's client devices (70) are merely standard personal computers (PCs) [see Barclay at fig. 
1, col. 4, 11. 57 et seq.] 

In a similar art, Brown teaches a PC (IVR platform 102 implemented using a PC) [see Brown 
at col. 4, 11 38-41] having a telephone (108) [see Brown at col. 3, U. 10-11] and a voice browser 
capable of rendering information from a web server [see Brown at col. 3, U. 53 et seq.] 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide a client (as taught 
by Barclay) with a telephone and a voice browser (as taught by Brown) because doing so provided 
advantages such as enabling clients to conveniendy access any web page using an audio interface. 

As to claims 8, 14, 15, 27, 28, and 37, Barclay teaches that that markup language comprises 
HTML (column 8, line 37 - column 9, line 30). It was well known in the art that it was common 
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practice to include script portions in web pages (e.g., javascript), thereby providing more interactive 
user interfaces. It would have been obvious to do so in the instant case for the same reasons. 

As to claims 9 and 20, each client device is adapted to normalize (encode) the input speech 
data prior to sending the input speech data to the recognition server. 

As to claim 25, Barclay teaches that the web server and the recognition server are located on 
a single machine (figure 4, 80). 

As to claims 29, 30, 38, and 39, Barclay teaches that the client device transfers a reference to 
the grammar to the recognizer with the input data (column 8, lines 26-28). 

As to claim 36, Barclay does not teach that rendering the web page includes audibly 
prompting the user. However, audibly prompting a user when rendering a web page was well 
known in the art and provides advantages such as getting the user's attention. It would therefore 
have been obvious to do so in the instant case. 

Claims 21-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barclay 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,960,399) in view of Brown (U.S. Patent No. 6,587,822), and further in view 
of Firoozye (reference X on the PTO-892 mailed on 07 December 2004). 

As to claims 21-23, Barclay does not teach that the web server detects the type of client 
device, and dynamically generates markup language according to the type of client device. However, 
doing so was well known in the art, as evidenced by Firoozye (page 2, "The server chooses the best 
stylesheet to match a user's immediate needs and renders the content to match it."; page 1, "XSL 
stylesheets [are] matched to the end-user's environment, the content can be formatted and rendered 
to match the delivery platform"). 
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Given the teachings of Firoozye, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to dynamically generate markup language according to the type of client device, thereby best 
matching users' immediate needs. 

As to claim 24, XSL stylesheets as described by Firoozye read on the claimed dialog modules 
and are obvious to use for the reasons set forth above. 

Claims 16-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barclay 
(U.S. Patent No. 5,960,399) in view of Brown (U.S. Patent No. 6,587,822), and further in view 
of Jochumson (U.S. Patent No. 6,453,290). 

As to claims 16-18, Barclay teaches that the recognizer uses different grammars to recognize 
the speech input and that clients may specify the grammar (column 8, lines 26-28), but does not 
expressly disclose how the clients are aware of which grammars are supported by the recognizer. As 
such, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to look outside the teachings of 
Barclay to find a method for enabling the clients to become aware of the supported grammars. 

In a similar art, Jochumson teaches a method and system for network based speech 
recognition that provides a web pages and an associated grammar reference (column 4, lines 43-53). 
Given the teachings of Jochumson, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the 
art to include an indication of supported grammars, thereby providing clients with a means for 
entering the appropriate speech input. 

Conclusion 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS 
from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the 



Application/Control Number: 09/960,232 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2153 

mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the 
THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on 
the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory 
period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Philip S. Scuderi whose telephone number is (571) 272-5865. The examiner 
can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 9:00 am - 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Glenton B. Burgess can be reached on (571) 272-3949. The fax phone number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, 
contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like 
assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Philip S. Scuderi/ 



